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The meeting agenda is provided in Attachment A. *,d

MEETING SUMMARY

I. Approval of Minutes

Mr. Humphreys called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Ms. Smith provided the following comments:
• Page 4 of 10, third full paragraph, fifth sentence, the word "that" will be removed.
• Page 4 of 10, fifth full paragraph, first sentence, the word "shows" will be changed to "showed."

Mr. Humphreys provided the following comments:
• Page 9 of 10, first full paragraph, the number "266" will be replaced with "226."
• Page 9 of 10, third full paragraph, fifth line, the word "to" will be removed.

The minutes were approved as amended.

II. Co-Chair Announcements

Mr. Humphreys distributed the list of documents and correspondence the RAB received during December
2006 (Attachment B-l). Noteworthy documents include the fmal field activity report, the free petroleum
product removal report for Installation Restoration (IR) Site 9, and the draft work plan for data gap
sampling at Operable Units (OU) 1, 2A, and 2B. Mr. Humphreys noted that several comment letters were
received on December 27, 2006.

Mr. Humphreys said that the IR Site 2 focus group met in December with Mr. Peter Strauss, the technical
assistance for public participation (TAPP) grant consultant. He noted that the focus group's main
conclusion was that the site was not adequately characterized to evaluate the alternative remedies. One
comment of note was that the 2006 draft Alameda Point annual basewide groundwater monitoring report
shows that the main contaminant plume extends into the wetlands area oflR Site 2. Mr. Humphreys
provided a copy of the letter commenting on the draft feasibility study (FS) for IR Site 2 and a transmittal
of review by the TAPP consultant to be included in the attachments (Attachment B-2).

Mr. Macchiarella announced that Mr. Lou Ocampo has retired from the Navy. Mr. Macchiarella also
announced that Mr. Greg Lorton has moved to the Hunters Point Shipyard team and will no longer be a
part of the Alameda Point team.

Mr. Macchiarella announced that the Fleet and Industrial Supply Center Oakland, Alameda Facility
Alameda Annex (FISCA) RAB and the Alameda Point RAB may merge into a single RAB sometime in
2007. The members of the FISCA RAB include Jean and Jim Sweeney, Joan Konrad, and the community
co-chair, Ken Hanson. Mr. Macchiarella noted that the only item of interest to the FISCA RAB, at that
point, would be the OU-5/!R-02 groundwater plume. Ms. Sweeney commented that the RAB should
receive information from Catellus once development occurs. Mr. Macchiarella replied that the developers
at FISCA have shown a willingness to share such information with the FISCA RAB, even though they
have no obligation to and the fact that the RAB's focus is related to reuse.

Mr. Macchiarella proposed that the RAB decide which summer month, July or August 2007, that a RAB
meeting will not be scheduled. He also proposed that future January RAB meetings be rescheduled or
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- canceled because of the difficulty in preparing for the January RAB meetings immediately following the
holiday season. He noted that these scheduling issues could be discussed further at the February RAB

meeting.

Mr. Humphreys said that Mr. Kurt Peterson had an excused absence from the meeting.

III. Petroleum Program Update

Mr.HumphreysintroducedMr. McMillanto presentthe progressreporton the AlamedaPoint Petroleum
Program.A handoutof the presentationis includedasAttachmentB-3. Mr.McMillansaid the Navy has
beenworkingon six sites since 2002; active remediationis nearlyfinished, andwork will soon begin on
anothersix sites.

Mr. McMillan identified Corrective Action Areas (CAA) 4C, 6, 7, 11, and 13, andBuilding 410. Slide 2
showed these areas on a mapof AlamedaPoint. Historically,CAA-7 was the exchange fuel station.
CAA-6was a truckingloading facility thatwas connectedto the basewidefuel system for aircraftfuel.
CAA-11 was a majortank farm. Building 410 is a ComprehensiveEnvironmentalResponse,
Compensation,and Liability Act (CERCLA)site where removalworkhas occurred. CAA-4C was a
conventionalfueling stationthat includeda carwash. Building 397 wasjet engine test cells, thatwere
cleaned up aftera spill fromthe jet engine fuel station. The site called Building 530 is the areajust west
of Building 530 andwas previously the aircraftdefuelingfacility..

Mr. McMillannoted that quarterlyreportsareprovidedto the agencieson theprogress of the work under
the PetroleumProgram,and any addendumsto the workplan are addedto the quarterlyreportas
attachments.He said that a set of field activityreportsis being preparedthat includesall detaileddata.
The sitemanagementplan (SMP) discusses site statusand whetherno furtheraction is appropriate.

Three cleanup levels are included in the petroleum discussion. Petroleum in groundwatercollects as a
layer on top of the groundwater, or floating product. A detection of 20 milligrams per liter (mg/L) of
dissolved total total petroleum hydrocarbons (TTPH) in groundwater indicates floating product may exist
nearby. A concentration of 1.4 mg/L is protective of ecological receptors in the bay. In negotiations
between the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) and the Navy, any submerged storm
drains that might be leaking are also considered part of the bay because they drain directly into the bay.
The cleanup levels for petroleum are described and memorialized in the petroleum strategy document.

Slide 3 showed vertical dual phase vacuum extraction (DVE) wells and biosparge system locations in
CAA-6. CAA-6 is located at the northern end of the western hangar zone. Work at the site included
excavation of 5 feet of soil in 1998 when the truck loading facility was removed, installation of horizontal
DVE wells to remove floating product in 2002, installation of vertical DVE wells, and air sparging.
There is no current active remediation at CAA-6. The SMP is being prepared. Concentrations in
groundwater are near the 1.4mg/L level. Ms. Sweeney asked about the meaning of the red lines on the
map. Mr. McMillan replied that the red lines are vertical biosparge wells. Mr. Leach asked if the sanitary
sewer line shown in the lower right comer of the map conflicts with the storm drain. Mr. McMillan
replied that, although it may appear on the map that the sewer line and the storm drain overlie each other,
there is no conflict. He noted that the storm drain networks to two outfalls and that the area is
topographically low.

Slide 4 showed CAA-7 site conditions before and after remediation for TTPH. CAA-7 was the exchange
fuel station, a conventional gasoline station. Building 284 was a canopy, and the pump islands were at a
slant. Free product was located in the northern end of the gas station and was extracted by horizontal
DVE wells for 1 year. In early 2004, vertical extraction wells at the north end were used to extract free
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product. In late 2004, concentrations above 10 mg/L remained only in the area north of the canopy area.
In late 2003, petroleum was discovered directly below the pavement at the canopy area. In November
2004, the canopy was removed and 2 to 3 feet of soil was excavated, reducing the concentration of TTPH
in groundwater to 8 mg/L. The SMP for CAA-7 is currently being prepared and active remediation at
CAA-7 is complete. Mr. McMillan noted that the site has a shallow marsh crust because of the low
topography.

Slide 5 showed conditions at CAA-11 before and after remediation for TTPH. CAA-11 is near Seaplane
Lagoon. The main feature of concern at this site was a large set of tanks that were connected to the site-
wide fuel manifold system. Tllese tanks were removed, and no free product removal was required. Air
sparging was conducted over large areas of the site. By late 2004, all areas were below the 1.4 mg/L
criterion except for a small area of 1010 oil off the comer of Building 14. The 1010 oil was used to flush
jet engines before servicing to lower the flammability hazard. Some soil had been excavated in that area,
but there are also utilities in that area, including a 10-kilovolt (kV) electrical line. The SMP for CAA- 11
is being prepared, and active remediation is finished. Mr. McMillan noted that petroleum was detected in
a sample collected at one well location after the site was remediated. Contamination had never been
detected in the well before, and pure oxygen was injected to remediate the groundwater in that area.

Slide 6 showed a flow diagram of the DVE treatment plant at Building 397. Four sites were connected to
the treatment plant, including Building 397, Building 530, Building 410, and CAA-4C. The DVE plant
system draws both air and water out of each well to remove vapor and floating product. Mr. McMillan
identified various parts of the system on the diagram.

Slide 7 showed a map of the D_/E system for Building 397, a jet engine test facility. In 1991, there was a
spill outside the fuel room. Cleanup was thorough and included excavation around the outside of the
building and rerouting utilities. DVE wells were operated from mid-2002 to mid-2003. The site is
considered remediated, and the SMP is currently being prepared. Total removal at Building 397 was V
approximately 1,000 pounds of petroleum product. Total removals at CAA-6 and CAA-7 were between
8,000 and 10,000 pounds of petroleum product. Slide 8 showed charts of JP-5 and benzene

concentrations in groundwater before and after remediation. Pure JP-5 fuel, a jet engine fuel slightly
lighter than kerosene, was spilled at Building 397. Little benzene was found at Building 397.

Slide 9 showed site conditions at Building 530 before and after remediation for TTPH. Initially, free
product was found along the piping corridor along the long axis of the facility. Many DVE wells were
installed, and extraction was performed from mid-2003 to late 2004. At the end of this extraction, one

small area where concentrations exceeded 20 mg/L remained. Selective biosparge and DVE operations
were used since that time. Mr. McMillan noted the boundary of the concentration contour is undefined at
the north end. The north end of the site is adjacent to a refinery facility, which may be the cause of the
rebound in the northern area.

Slide 10 showed the well field layout at IR Site 9, Building 410. Free product was found in the wells
shown in red on the diagram during a CERCLA cleanup. No measurable product remained after
extraction at this site. Total removal was about 8,000 pounds of petroleum product.

Slide 11 showed TTPH concentrations in groundwater at CAA-4C. This site was shut down at the end of
November 2006. The contour lines on the diagram show the concentrations before remediation. After
remediation, the highest concentration detected in August 2006 was 3.4 mg/L. An in situ chemical
oxidation test is planned in the area of highest residual dissolved concentrations.

Slide 12 showed a graph of the history of petroleum mass removal from 2002 to 2006 for the various
sites. Referring to the graph shown, Mr. McMillan noted that a flat line indicates that no extraction was
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- in operation for the site. Between 8,000 to 10,000 pounds of petroleum product was removed from sites
CAA-6 and CAA-7. Removal from Building 397 was approximately 1,000pounds. The largest removal

was approximately 55,000 pounds from Building 530. Site CAA-4C produced 50,000 pounds of
petroleum, which is a large amount for a conventional gas station. A total of 130,000 to 135,000pounds
of petroleum product was removed from the six sites.

Work plans have been drafted for six new sites. The agencies should receive the work plan in about 1
month. Slide 13 showed an aerial photograph of the new locations: CAA-3, CAA-5B West, CAA-13
East, and CAA-C. Mr. McMillan identified the sites on the photograph. CAA-3 is divided into three
sites. He noted that the following discussion would concentrate on the future concerns of each site.

Slide 14showed a photograph of CAA-3B and CAA-3C looking southeast at Building 360. Slide 15
showed a site map ofCAA-3A, 3B and 3C. The key concern at CAA-3A was the two USTs. A truck
loading facility at CAA-3B was similar to that of CAA-6 where aviation fuel was loaded in trucks to fuel
aircraft. Five large tanks at CAA-3C were the main aviation fuel storage for this area of the base.
Mr. McMillan identified these features ofCAA-3A, 3B, and 3C on the site map. Four of the tanks at site
CAA-3C were concrete and one was steel. They were countersunk 4 feet into the ground, with 6 feet
above, and covered with 4 feet of soil and grass. The tanks were difficult to detect in historical aerial
photos. Ms. Sweeney commented that she remembers seeing three of these tanks in 1972. Mr. McMillan
noted that the facility was active for nearly 50 years. Existing data suggest that the contamination may
not be limited to the tank areas. It is also unknown whether the bottom concrete slabs remain where the
tanks were located.

Ms. Smith asked about the three monitoring devices or pumps in the CAA-3 area. She also noted that
there had been an explosion related to a trench dug in the area in the past. Mr. McMillan identified three
devices on the diagram including a scrubber tower. Historical data suggest that there was a substantial
pipeline leak. The fuel seeped into the backfill of some utilities, creating a problem with vapors. Venting
systems were installed to draw vapors away from the utilities corridors so that there would not be vapor
accumulation. One system was for electrical utilities; the system for the sanitary sewers included a
scrubber to remove hydrogen sulfide. Mr. McMillan noted that he was unsure about the use of the third
ventilation system. A fire in an electrical vault prompted the installation of these ventilation systems. It
is unknown how long the systems ran and how much of the systems were removed. Ms. Sweeney
commented that she thought the spill had been about 500,000 gallons. Mr. McMillan said that the
inventory discrepancy had been 350,000 gallons, but it is unknown how closely inventory was kept.

Slide 16 showed a photograph of CAA-5B West. CAA-5B West is a nondescript site outside of Building
5. An industrial wastewater treatment plant (IWTP) at this site was closed by the DTSC andthe data set
for its closure is clean. Before the IWTP there had been a berm area, possibly a wash rack, which was
connected to a catch basin and an oil-water separator. Kerosene may have been used in the area as a wash
agent. The concern for the site is floating product found at well M05-03, which is near the catchbasin.
The catchbasin is known to be out of service and it is unknown whether the oil-water separator is still
present. Mr. McMillan identified well M05-03 on the map of the historical configuration of CAA-5B
West shown on Slide 17. The data on the diagram shows mixed data from 1994 through 2004. The
concentration of TTPH around well M05-03 exceeds 20,000 mg/L, suggesting that floating product is
present. Mr. McMillan noted that the green line labeled 100,000on the right side of the diagram is a
remnant of the legend and is not part of the map of CAA-5B West.

Slide 18 showed a site map of CAA-C, Western Hangar. Mr. McMillan identified Hangar 23 on the map.
A fuel manifold from Building 5 branched out to various valve boxes on the site. This line was removed
in 1999,and part of the line was grouted in place. There is some evidence that the pipeline leaked aged
aviation gas in the southwestern corner of the historical fuel line.
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Slide 19 showed a site map of CAA-13 East. Mr. McMillan identified Building 397, Oriskany Avenue,
and Skyhawk Street on the map. The map shows the original tank layout of the pre-1900 refinery site in
black. Built over the top of the old ref'mery were five aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) shown in red on
the diagram. The five ASTs are riveted tanks, 55 feet in diameter, and 30 feet tall. The original concem
was that the fuel-related petroleum products in groundwater and shallow soils were related to these tanks.
However, it is unknown whether the tanks were ever used to store fuel. Most recently, they were used for
dry storage. Field work on the new sites will begin for the design data investigation in a few months.

Ms. Sweeney asked ifCAA-13 East is the area where tar was bubbling up through the tarmac.
Mr. McMillan noted that the tar seeps are within the fenced area at Building 397. The petroleum program
is a separate effort from the tar seepage concems. Ms. Sweeney asked if tar is not petroleum.
Mr. McMillan replied that the tar found in the area has a low pH, indicating that it is a process waste,
which is not addressed under the petroleum program. The petroleum program is concerned with fuels.
Mr. Macchiarella stated that tar ref'merywaste is being addressed under the CERCLA process under IR
Site 13. Mr. Humphreys asked if this waste includes the asphalt-like material. Mr. Macchiarella replied
that the viscosity of the material changes so that it in some areas it may have been described as asphalt-
like. Mr. Humphreys asked if it is found at depths of 20 to 30 feet. Ms. Cook replied that it is found at
depths of 7 to 8 feet. She noted that on hot days the tar tends to seep up to the surface more readily and
that the low pH of the material makes it potentially hazardous.

IV. Summary of Progress in 2006

Mr. Macchiarella began a presentation on the 2006 summary of environmental progress at Alameda Point.
A handout of the presentation is included as Attachment B-4.

Several CERCLA documents were completed in 2006. Two site investigations (SI) were finalized in _1_
2006 with a total acreage of 159 acres, four remedial investigation (RI) work plans were finalized
covering a total of 412 acres, the Site 2 RI was finalized, covering 110 acres, and the Site 27 FS was
f'malized,covering 16 acres. Seven draft and final proposed plans (PP) were completed, with a total of
290 acres. A milestone was finalizing two records of decision (ROD) for Sitel 5 and Site 26, covering 38
acres. The Site 17 ROD was signed in October 2006, missing the fiscal year deadline to be included in
this total. The Navy also recently signed the Site 14ROD, and it is currently being routed for signature
within the regulatory agencies. A number of RODs will be finalized in 2007.

Slides 4, 5, 6, and 7 showed a list of deliverables for fiscalyear 2006 (FY06) and October, November and
December, 2006. The list was sorted by type of document and included draft, draft final, and final
version of RI/FSs, PPs, RODs, removal action-related documents, petroleum program documents, and
other documents. Mr. Macchiarella noted that the list does not include the Navy's internal draft version,
which precedes the draft stage of each document. The removal action-related items are reports on
cleanups that have occurred. These items included finalized reports on in situ chemical oxidation (ISCO)
at Sites 16North and South, the finalized field activity report for dense nonaqueous phase liquid
(DNAPL) source remedial action at Plume 5-1, and the draft action memorandum for the time critical
removal action (TCRA) at Sites 1, 2, and 32.

The total number of documents for fiscal year 2005 was roughly 104, with 36 of those being primary
documents. Primary documents are documents completed under the Federal Facility Agreement (FFA).
The Navy works with the regulatory agencies on these documents and strict schedules are associated with
them. The total number of documents for FY06 was 65, 53 of which were primary documents.
Mr. Macchiarella noted that a higher percentage of documents were FFA documents in 2006 in
comparison to 2005. He also noted that remedial actions are continuing at Sites 4 and 5.
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V. Summary of Planned New Projects for 2007

Mr. Macchiarella began a presentation on the 2007 summary of planned new projects at Alameda Point.
A handout of the presentation is included as Attachment B-5.

The SMP for 2007 was finalized in September 2006. A presentation on the SMP was given to the RAB in
late summer 2006. The SMP is a schedule for the upcoming year given the amount of money available
for the program. Most years, this BRAC facility receives all of the money that is requested, so schedules
rarely are postponed. Schedules are changed by letter between the Navy and regulatory agencies in
accordance with the FFA.

Slides 3 and 4 showed a table of new projects to be initiated during fiscal year 2007 (FY07). The total
amount of money available for 2007 is between $40 and $50 million. Much will be allocated to a few
"big ticket items" listed on the table. One of these items is the Sites 5 and 17 OU-2C radiological (RAD)
storm and sewer lines removal. A related item for Sites 5 and 17 is the contract with the Army to remove
radioactive waste. Other major items include Sites 4 and 5 dissolved phase interim removal action (IRA),
the economic development conveyance Parcel 3 (EDC-3) and public benefit conveyance Parcel 1A (PBC-
1A) IRA, the OU-1 Site 14 remedial action work plan and remedial action, the OU-3 Site 1 remedial
design, and the OU-1 remedial design and remedial action.

Ms. Smith asked how many ASTs remain on the facility. Mr. Macchiarella wasn't sure of the exact
number but speculated that there may be up to dozens -- there are a few large ASTs and several small
ones. Ms. Smith asked if all the ASTs will be removed in 2007. Mr. Macchiarella responded that the
Navy is requesting to close many of the ASTs with no further action and that only a few need additional
work. Ms. Smith asked about the meaning of"TERM-1 AST removal." Mr. Macchiarella replied that
TERM-1 is a triangular parcel of land owned by the City of Alameda that the Navy used until 1997.
According to the land use agreement between the city and Navy, the Navy must remove the
improvements that it made to the property. Mr. Macchiarella identified this parcel on the Alameda Point
wall map.

Slide 5 showed a list of FY07 planned major milestones. The milestones include finalizing seven RODs,
three RIs, two or three FSs, two action memorandums, and two TCRA work plans. Two draft remedial
action work plans will be completed, with one final. Final remedial designs for two sites are planned.
Data gathering events will occur at multiple sites, and three more Sis are planned.

VI. BCT Activities

Dot Lofstrom provided an update on agency activities. Over the last few months, the agencies have been
very busy reviewing reports. The DTSC has submitted comments for the Site2 FS. There were some
similarities in comments by EPA and DTSC. There were three primary comments.

The first comment concerns the soil cover and the engineered cap alternatives that were evaluated in the
FS. The Draft FS screened out the engineered cap alternative. EPA and DTSC do not agree with this and
have requested that the Navy complete a detailed analysis of the engineered cap. The second comment is
in regard to the 2 feet of sand and silt soil cover that is recommended in the FS. EPA and DTSC
requested a 4-foot cover and that it be of clay or silt, not sand. The third comment made by DTSC was to
ask for an enhanced monitoring well system. These additional wells would act as protection for the bay.
Because movement of groundwater is slow, an early indication of a release by the additional wells would
allow enough time for response.
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Mr. Leach asked Ms. Lofstrom how DTSC can consider a cap when the site has not been fully
characterized. Ms. Lofstrom replied that DTSC believes that site has been sufficiently characterized to
move forward as long as the cap is protective and additional monitoring wells are in place. Under an
agreement between the EPA and the Department of Defense several years ago, a landfill does not have to
be fully characterized before the remedy can proceed. Therefore, DTSC can agree with the current
amount of characterization, even though it may not be ideal for other types of sites. Mr. Leach said that
the RAB believes the characterization is inadequate -- for example, there is only one monitoring well for
5 acres. Ms. Lofstrom stated that she believes the monitoring wells for characterization were sufficient,
but monitoring wells for detection are not sufficient formonitoring for the next 30 years. Additional
wells would provide a vertical intercept between the landfill and the bay; the cover is to protect receptors
above the site. Mr. Leach commented that it is not necessary to rush to complete a remedy for the landfill
when the contents of the landfill are not known. He noted that in time it may be found that a cover was
not appropriate because there may be contaminants such as radioactive material or products that might
migrate through groundwater into the bay. Ms. Lofstrom replied that monitoring wells would detect any
migration of contaminants. Mr. Leach commented that ira plume is detected, it would take years until
the work to remediate the plume will occur because the process of proposing and accepting a remedy is
lengthy. He stated that a 4-foot cap as a remedy is premature and said that if there is a problem with the
cap in the future, the additional soil will make it more difficult to remove. Ms. Lofstrom replied that she
cannot immediately respond but that she is noting the concerns.

VII. Community and RAB Comment Period

Mr. Humphreys noted that an article in the Alameda Journal said that the Navy had received a proposal
from the Veteran's Administration (VA) to take over the area designated as the federal facility transfer
Site 2 and that includes the least tern sanctuary. The concern is that the public had been led to believe
that there will be a wildlife refuge in that area. He noted that wildlife, including endangered species,

should be as protected as humans, and that a capped landfill is not ideal for compatibility with a wildlife
refuge. Ms. Konrad asked which area is covered by the 500 acres that was described in the article.
Mr. Macchiarella noted that the northwest territories area is not included in those 500 acres. Ms. Konrad
commented that she assumes that there is some agreement with an agency such as the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service to protect endangered species. Ms. Smith commented that it is possible that the VA
could decide to destroy the wetlands and opt for mitigation. Mr. Macchiarella noted that the part of this
discussion that applies to the RAB is the remedy for Site 2. Mr. Torrey asked if this area would be part of
the early transfer. Mr. Macchiarella responded that an early transfer would apply to a transfer out of
federal ownership. Ms. Humphreys commented that, depending on the location of the VA facility, the
higher occupancy may affect cleanup levels. In the future, the VA may even sell some of the property.
He commented that the public expects a wildlife refuge.

Mr. Humphreys noted an action item at the last RAB meeting requested that Mr. Macchiarella report on
lead in storm drains at Site 35. Mr. Macchiarella noted that there had not been a previous report to the
RAB on lead in the storm drain. An area of concern (AOC) will capture the storm drain or drains where
there was lead detected. Mr. Torrey asked if the lead remains. Mr. Macchiarella replied that the lead
remains. Mr. Humphreys asked if the lead was found near the point where water flows into the drain
from the ground or if it was near the Seaplane Lagoon. Mr. Macchiarella replied that he forgot his notes
and doesn't know, but will respond later. Mr. Humphreys commented that the lack of detections
downstream may indicate that no lead contamination migrated into Seaplane Lagoon. He asked if
samples had been collected at the point where the drain empties into Seaplane Lagoon and if this area of
Seaplane Lagoon would be excavated. Mr. Macchiarella said he was not sure. He also noted that he
would review the discussion of the results and report any points that he may have omitted.
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Mr. Humphreys commented that the historical radiation survey document was issued 6 weeks ago. He
said that he provided the Navy the name of environmental engineer, Bill Fetherston, as a contact. He
added that, on reading the report, he found that Mr. Featherston was never interviewed for the document
and that only Doug Delong (Navy) and one other person were interviewed. Mr. Macchiarella replied that
he would look into the matter.

Community member Jim Barse asked if there would be additional public comment periods on the
proposed action at Site 2. Mr. Macchiarella replied that Site 2 is at the FS stage; the next opportunity for
public comment would be at the PP stage, which follows the FS.

The meeting adjourned at 8:15 pm.
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ATTACHMENT A

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING AGENDA

January 4, 2007

(One Page)



,_, RESTORATION AD VISOR Y BOARD
NAVAL AIR STATION, ALAMEDA

AGENDA
JANUARY4, 2007, 6:30 PM

ALAMEDA POINT -- BUILDING 1 -- SUITE 140
COMMUNITYCONFERENCEROOM

(FROM PARKING LOT ON W MIDWAYAVE, ENTERTHROUGHMIDDLE WING)

TIME SUBJECT PRESENTER

6:30 - 6:45 Approval of Minutes Mr. George Humphreys

6:45 - 7:00 Co-Chair Announcements Co-Chairs

7:00- 7:30 Petroleum Program Update Mr. John McMillan

7:30 - 7:40 Summary of Progress in 2006 Mr. Thomas Macchiarella

7:40 - 7:50 Summary of planned new projects for 2007 Mr. Thomas Macchiarella

7:50 - 8:00 BCT Activities Ms. Dot Lofstrom

8:00 - 8:30 Community & RAB Comment Period Community & RAB

8:30 RAB Meeting Adjournment



ATTACHMENT B

NAVAL AIR STATION ALAMEDA
RESTORATION ADVISORY BOARD MEETING HANDOUT MATERIALS

B-1 List of Reports and Correspondence Received duringDecember 2006, George
Humphreys, RAB Community Co-Chair (2 pages)

B-2 Comments on the Draft Feasibility Study for IR Site 2 and Transmittal of Review by
TAPP Consultant, George Humphreys, RAB Community Co-Chair (15 pages)

B-3 Presentation on the Alameda Point Petroleum Program, presented by John McMillan,
Shaw (10 pages)

B-4 Presentation of Environmental Progress at Alameda Point for 2006, presented by
Thomas Macchiarella, BRAC PMO West, BEC, Navy Co-chair (8 pages)

B-5 Presentation of Planned New Projects for 2007, presented by Thomas Macchiarella,
BRAC PMO West, BEC, Navy Co-chair (5 pages)



ATTACHMENT B-1

LIST OF REPORTS AND CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED DECEMBER 2006

(Two Pages)



RestorationAdvisoryBoard
Reportsand CorrespondenceReceived

During December2006

Repo.rts

1. November 30, 2006, "Draft Soil Remedial Investigation Report-Revision 1, IR
Site 31, Marina Village Housing, Alameda Point, Alameda, California", prepared
by CDM Federal Programs Corporation for BRAC Program Management Office
West.

2. December 13, 2006, "Draft Site Inspection Report Transfer Parcel EDC-17,
Alameda Point, Alameda, California", prepared by Bechtel Environmental for
BRAC Program Management Office West.

3. December 19, 2006, "Final Field Activity Report, Free Petroleum Product
Removal, Installation Restoration Site 9 Shallow, Alameda Point, Alameda,
California", prepared by Shaw Environmental, Inc. for BRAC Naval Facilities
Engineering Command Southwest Division.

4. November 3, 2006, "Draft Work Plan for Data Gap Sampling at Operable Units 1,
2A, and 2B, Alameda Point, Alameda, California", prepared by Tetra Tech EC,
Inc. for BRAC Program Management Office West.

Correspondence

1. December 6, 2006, "Draft Work Plan for Supplemental Remedial Investigation
Sampling of Operable Unit 2C, Alameda Point", from Ms. Anna-Marie Cook,
U. S. EPA, Region IX, to Mr. Thomas Macchiarella, BRAC Program
Management Office West.

2. December 6, 2006, "Designation of Departmentof Toxic Substances Control
Remedial Project Manager", from Mr. Anthony J. Landis, P. E., Chief, DTSC
Northern California Operations Office of Military Facilities to Mr. Thomas L.
Macchiarella, BRAC Program Management Office West.

3. December 7, 2006, "Review of the Draft Site Inspection Report, Transfer Parcel
EDC-12, Alameda Point, Alameda, California", from Xuan-Mai Tran, U. S. EPA,
Region IX to Mr. Thomas Macchiarella, BRAC Program Management Office
West.



4. December 12, 2006, "Draft Recordof Decision for OperableUnit l, Installation
RestorationSites 6, 7, 8, and 16, AlamedaPoint", from Ms. Anna-MarieCook,
U. S. EPA, Region IX, to Mr.Thomas Macchiarella,BRAC Program
ManagementOffice West.

5. December 222, 2006, "Review of Draft Time Critical Removal Action Work Plan
Installation Restoration Sites 1, 2, and 32, Alameda Point, Alameda County",
from Ms. Dot Lofstrom, P. G., DTSC to Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella, BRAC
Program Management Office West.

6. December 21, 2006, "Review of Drat_Record of Decision, Operable Unit 5/IR-
02, Former Naval Air Station Alameda (Alameda Point) and Fleet and Industrial
Supply Center, Oakland (FISCA) Alameda County", from Ms. Dot Lofstrom, P.
G., DTSC, to Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella, BRAC Program Management Office
West.

7. December22, 2006, "Review of Draft Site Investigation Report, TransferParcel,
EDC- 12, Alameda Point, Alameda County", from Ms. Susan F. Goss, P. G.,
CHG, DTSC to Mr. Thomas L. MacchiareUa,BRAC Program Management
Office West.

8. December 27, 2006, "Review of Draft Pre-Design Work Plan for Operable Unit 5/ _1_
IR-02, Former Naval Air Station Alameda and Industrial Supply Center, Oakland,
Alameda Facility/Alameda Annex, Alameda, California", from Ms. Dot
Lofstrom, P. G., DTSC to Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella, BRAC Program
Management Office West.

9. December 27, 2006, "Review of Spring2006, Alameda Base wide Annual
Groundwater Monitoring Report, Draft, Alameda Point, Alameda, California",
from Ms. Dot Lofstrom, P. G., DTSC to Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella, BRAC
Program Management Office West.

10. December 27, 2006, "Transmittal of Review of Draft Record of Decision,
Installation Restoration Site 14, Former Firefighter Training Area, Alameda Point,
Alameda County", from Ms. Dot Lofstrom, P. G., DTSC to Mr. Thomas L.
Macchiarella, BRAC Program Management Office West.
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ATTACHMENT B-2

RAB COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT FS FOR IR SITE 2
AND TRANSMITTAL OF REVIEW BY TAPP CONSULTANT

(15 Pages)



_' GeorgeB. Humphreys
Co-chair,RestorationAdvisoryBoard(RAB)

25 CaptainsDrive
Alameda,CA94502-6417

December19,2006

Mr. Thomas L. Macchiarella
BRAC EnvironmentalCoordinator
Departmentof the Navy
BRAC ProgramManagementOffice West
1455 FrazeeRoad, Suite 900
San Diego, CA 92108-4310

Subject: Commentson the DraftFeasibilityStudyfor IR Site 2, West Beach
Landfill and Wetlands;and Transmittalof Review by TAPP Consultant,Mr.Peter
Strauss.

Dear Mr. Macchiarella:

Community RAB members and the RAB Audubon/Sierra Club representative met
with the TAPP consultant, Mr. Peter Strauss, on the evening of Thursday December 14,
2006. Very productive discussions were held among those present and appropriate
changes were made in the consultant's prepared document. The undersigned RAB
members endorse and concur with Mr. Strauss' comments and conclusions, which are
transmitted herewith as an attachment. We sincerely appreciate the Navy's assistance in
providing this independent TAPP grant review. It has improved our overall
understanding of the site.

It is apparent from the questions and concerns raisedby Mr. Strauss' analysis that
Site 2 has not been adequately characterized. The shortcomings of the site
characterization are exemplified by the relative paucity of data from soil borings (two
cores per acre) and groundwater monitoring wells (approximately one for every 5 acres)
within the landfill area. Although the DFS shows locations where various types of
wastes are thought to have been dumped, the distribution of contaminants is widespread
in the landfill and does not correlate well with the disposal locations indicated. Further,
the main contaminant plume (as reported in the 2006 DraftAlameda Basewide Annual
Groundwater Monitoring Report) seems to extend into and underneath the pond/wetlands
area of Site 2. Also, as pointed out by the San Francisco Section of the Audubon Society,
there may be unexplored and uncharacterized waste areas outside the eastern site
boundary. Finally, there may be contaminated offshore sediments outside the seawall

which should be removed.



Therehas not been an adequatesurveyfor radioactive contaminationin the _P'
wetlandsportionof the site. Unencapsulatedradiumwas dischargedfromBuilding 5
throughstormdrains into the seaplane lagoon. The sedimentdredgedfromthe seaplane
lagoonand disposed of in the pond/wetlandsportion of Site 2 probablycontains
particulateradium. This radiummay be randomlydispersed throughoutthe dredge spoils
and is in a form thatcould be released to the environmentthrough contactwithsaline
water. Note thata surface surveywill only detectradiumdown to a depthof about2 feet.
Therefore,it may become necessaryto remove all of the dredgespoils from the
pond/wetlandsof Site 2 if a surveyidentifiesradium concentrationsabove established
cleanuplevels.

Focusedexcavation(orhotspotremoval)wouldrequiredefinitiveinformation
concerningthe locations,typesandvolumesof the variouscontaminants.There
presently,is insufficientinformationforthehotspotremovalapproach.

Site 2 presents a unique opportunity. The public has been led to believe that the
site will become part of the proposed wildlife sanctuary,regardless of the entity to which
the property is eventually transferred. Therefore, remedies should be crafted to facilitate
ecosystem enhancement. A capped landfill would be a relatively austere and unattractive
environment for wildlife. For the soil alternatives that involve capping, the landfill cap
and perimeter berm on the bay side of the landfill probably cannot be designed to prevent
the release of contaminants to the surface, the bay and the wetlands area in the event of a
major seismic event.

For soil alternatives 4, 5, and 6, which involve excavation, backfillingprobably is
not desirablebecause the excavated areas could be contoured to create new wetland
habitat to mitigate the loss of seasonal wetlands at Site 1. The types of wastes that should
be excavated include pesticides, unexploded ordnance, sandblasting grit containing
tributyl tin, radioactive materials, soil containing PCB's and soil intimately mixed with
contaminated groundwater.

The cost comparisons among the various soil alternatives are not credible because
the capping alternatives do not include the cost of the seismic stability wall on the bay
side of the landfill. Conversely, the excavation alternatives are burdened with the cost of
backfilling that probably is unnecessary and undesirable. Further, it is difficult to accept
cost estimates in which the types, quantities and offsite disposal locations for the various
wastes are undefined. Finally, given the stated accuracy of the cost estimates (-30 %,+
50 %), the cost figures used in the comparisons (e. g. $198,895,000) show a lack of
understanding of significant figures. In this example, the cost could be anywhere between
$140 million and $300 million and should have been rounded offto $200 million.

Absent proper characterization,the only alternativeacceptableis complete
removalof the soil ( including hazardous solid wastes and soil intimatelEmixed with
contaminated liquids ) and treatment of the contaminatedgroundwater.
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We appreciate the opportunity given to the RAB to comment on the DraR
Feasibility Study and the assistance provided to us throughthe Navy's TAPP grant
program.

Sincerely,

GeorgeB. Humphreys. P..

._°.._

Attachment: 1 ""_..,

- Copies to:

Mr. Mark Ripperda, U. S. EPA Region 9

Ms. Dot Lofstrom, DTSC

Mr. Erich Simon, RWQCB

Mr.FrankMatarrese.AlamedaCityCouncil
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PM STRAUSS g ASSOCIATES
Energy and Environmental Consulting Services

December 15, 2006

ThomasMacchiarella
BRAC ProgramManagement Office
1455 FrazeeRoad, Ste. 900
SanDiego,CA 92108
Attn: BPMOW.TLM

Subject: Draft Feasibility Study for Site 2

DearThomas:

I have been retainedto providean independentanalysisof the DraftFeasibilityStudy
(DFS)for Site 2 for the Alameda Point RestorationAdvisoryBoard (RAB). Besides
thoroughly reviewing the DFS, Ihave reviewed numerousdocumentsin preparationfor
this evaluation,including:

- Final Remedial Investigationand Appendices (2006)
- Spring2006 Alameda Base Wide Annual GroundwaterMonitoringReportand

Appendices (2006)
- Initial Assessment Study (1983)
- GeotechnicalFeasibility Study for Site 2 (2004)
- Reporton the Removal of BuriedRadioactiveDevices (1999)
- The Historical RadiationAssessment (2000)
- The Radiological CharacterizationSurvey(2005)

Detailedcomments are includedmy reportto the RAB, which is attachedto this letter.
The commentsareorganizedby category. Some of themtake the form of specific
recommendations;others are questionsthatwere eithernot clear fromthe materialor
were not addressedby the above documents.

Below I have summarizedmy major recommendations:

1. The entireissue of seismic stability shouldbe incorporatedintothe remedial
options, includinga discussion of costs. If thehydraulicbarriercanbe constructed
as part of the cement-gravity wall, the cost savings should be discussed.

317 RutledgeStreet, SanFrancisco,CA 94110 Phone/Fax: (4!5) 647-4404
e-mail: pstrauss(_igc.apc.org



2. As with Site 1, if any wetlands are disturbed during the implementation of the
remedy, a wetland mitigation ratio of 2:1 should be the minimum allowed. The
DFS states that the "IT]he 2-R soil cover would also be placed over limited
portions of the far northern portion of the wetlands. These wetland locations are
actually transitional between the landfill and true emergent salt marsh wetlands,
and therefore, placing a cover layer over these portions of the site would not
significantly impact wetland habitat." It is my opinion and recommendation that
any wetlands that are to be disturbed should be appropriately mitigated.

3. The scope of the Site 2 area and remedial options should include sediments that
are immediately adjacent to the landfill, for these potentially contain contaminants
due to past migration from the landfill. The Department of Fish and Game (DFG)
and several other commenters on the Remedial Investigation (RI) have made
similar comments. For example, the DFG Comment states that: "Since
groundwater in IR Site 2 is hydrologically connected to surface water in San
Francisco Bay and is tidally influenced, there is potential for migration of
contaminants from IR Site 2 to the aquatic environment and selected aquatic
receptors, either by surface runoff or subsurface flow. Please address this concern
in Section 7.4.5."). I concur with this concern. Although it is partially addressed
by the groundwater option of installing a hydraulic barrier,past deposition of
contaminants in the surrounding sediment should be addressed as a source of
additional risk for ecological receptors.

4. I think that the Navy should not rely on Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) _O _
fora majorrolein the groundwaterremedy.Contaminants,includingbenzene,
dichlorobenzeneandchlorobenzenedonotshowevidenceofattenuating.

5. Many of thecontaminantsthatwere identifiedintheInitialAssessmentStudy
havenotbeenidentifiedasplumes.TMsmayduetooverestimatesof thewaste
disposedat theSite 2 Landfill,orthe factthattheyhave dissipatedoraresorbed
ontosoilparticlesin thevadoseandsaturatedzones,orthefactthatsamplingis
sparse. The primary support of MNA is that the contaminants detected at the
landfill most often sorb onto particles and do not easily dissolve. Yet this
argument does not support minimum EPA criteria for MNA. That is, the source
must be controlled, the attenuation must take place within a reasonable time
period, and attenuation must be supported by multiple lines of evidence. None
seems to be present in the DFS. Furthermore EPA puts the burden of proof on the
party that proposes natural attenuation as a cleanup remedy to demonstrate that it
will meet these criteria. Therefore, I reiterate that MNA should not be relied upon
as a major cleanup "technology".

6. In addition, although previous studies have taken many subsurface soil samples
and groundwater samples, the data are too sparse to conclude that there is
sufficient evidence to support MNA. The site is 110 acres: 77 the landfill and
interior margins, and 33 acres the wetlands. Forty soil cores (SOC01 to SOC40)
were completed in the landfill and interior margin at Site 2 in 2004: that is
approximately one soil core per two acres. For the same area, 13 temporary
groundwater monitoring wells were installed in 2004: that is approximately one
every five acres. For the wetlands, 40 soil cores were also advanced: however, 25
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of thosewere only 0 to 1 foot below groundsurface;the remaining 15were
advanceduntil groundwaterwas encountered.Seven temponu'ygroundwater
monitoringwells were also sampledat the sametime (See Appendix B of the RI).

7. Irecommendthat enhancedin-situ biological remediationbe retainedfor the
benzene plume.

8. It is my opinion thatif waste is going to remaininplace, an engineered cap that
limitswater infiltrationis necessary.Thiswould, at a minimum,provide a
measureof source control.The "preferred"alternative(i.e., a 2-foot soil cover)
will not limit infiltrationand not controlthe source.

9. If a soil cap is selected, it should be 4-feet deep. Withthe propervegetative
cover,this will at least provide some degree of protectionto the underlyingwaste.

l 0. If soil is going to be used for cover, I recommendusing clean, native soil for the
toptwo feet, ratherthan potentiallycontaminateddredgespoils.

I I. The capdesign should include a bio-barrierto preventburrowinganimalsfrom
breachingthe cover and exposing waste.

12. Besides enhancedbioremediation,two additionalalternativesshould be evaluated.
First,constructionof a groundwaterdiversionaroundthe Site should be
consideredto prevent groundwaterrisingin the unlinedtrenchesthatcould
mobilize contaminantsin the vadose zone. Thiswould have to be constructed
outsideof the landfill boundary.Second, landfill andwetland alternativesshould
include hotspotremoval in areasbeyondthatdesignatedby Soil Alternatives4
and 5 (i.e., nearthe Rad Shack).

13. In all cases, ecological enhancementsshould be specifically incorporatedinto
each alternative.

14. Salt-marshwetland habitat and seasonal wetlandhabitatexists for a numberof
special status andrareand endangeredspecies. There arerareand endangeredand
species of special statusat AlamedaPoint, includingbut not limited to the Least
Tern,the Alameda Song Sparrow,and possibly wetlandand marshspecies such
as the Salt marshharvestmouse and the Salt marshwanderingshrew, the Great
Blue Heron,and the ClapperRail. These species are often riskdriversatwetland
and marshsites and should be consideredin the Ecological Risk Assessment.

15. Littleattentionis paidin the documents to how radionuclidesand other chemicals
can be mobilized by changingenvironmentalconditions. Ifwaste is left in place,
in what is an unlinedpit, it is incumbent upontheNavy to furtherinvestigate
factorsthatwould mobilize contaminantsand determinea mechanismfor
monitoringenvironmental change. Forexample, climatechange is expectedto
cause sea levels to riseby approximately3 feet overthe next 100 years.
Mobilizationof contaminantsas they areexposed to saline waterand flooding is a
matterof concern.All proposed remediesthatareadjacentto the Bay shouldtake
this intoconsideration.

16. I recommendthat the Navy adopta cleanuplevel forhumanhealth riskthatis
equivalentto a one-in-one million excess cancer risks.
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17.I agreethatStateWaterResourceControlBoardResolution(SWRCB)68-16
(i.e.,thenon-degradationpolicy)andSWRCBResolution92-49applyto
groundwateratthissite.

18.It is crucialthattheproposedplanwhichwillfollowtheFinalFSstatewhowill
beresponsibleformaintainingthestabilityandperformanceof theremedyonceit
isputinplace.

Yg_ ve_ truly,



%,,

Comments on the Draft Feasibility Study for Site 2

On Behalf of the Alameda Point Restoration Advisory Board

Peter Strauss

PM Strauss & Associates

December 15, 2006



COMMENTS

Site Characteristi_,

1. Shallow groundwatermay be in communicationwith the Bay and the wetlandponds,
providinga transportmechanism for dissolved contaminants.This raises the potential
for a slow continuingsource of contaminationto boththe Bay and wetland ponds.
Thisproblemmust be addressedby the remedialalternatives.

2. The DraftFeasibility Study(DFS) covers Site 2 butnot the contaminationthat
potentiallyhas emanatedfi'om Site 2 intothe Bay. The DFS and the Remedial
Investigation(RI) indicate thatsome waste has beensitting in groundwatersince the
landfill began operatingin 1956. Some of the contaminantshave surelymadetheir
way to the Bay in the interveningyears. The potential migration of contaminants
from Site 2 to offshore,and subsequenteffects on ecological receptorsin the Bay are,
in my opinion,an importantfacet of the Site 2 analysis. I recommendthatthese
effects areanalyzed.

Inthe early 1980's a slurrywall was builton the west side of the landfill in response
to the RegionalWater QualityCon_ol Board's (RWQCB)same concern. Note that
no slurrywall was built on the south side of the landfill. Andrew Baughman,the
Navy RPM for Site 2, has stated thatoffshore areaswere evaluatedseparately. If this
is the case, please confirmand providethe findings in the FS. I have been able to find
referenceto the offshore evaluation at Site 29 (skeetshooting range) and Site27
(adjacentto SeaplaneLagoon), butnot adjacentto Site 2. I recommendthatany
findings be integratedinto the Site 2 FS, as it potentially affects the remedyselection.
If it has beenanalyzed or assessed in another document,provide a citation and
conclusions in the FS.

Delineation of Waste

3. To what extent has the Navy definedthe easternboundaryof the landfill?This
question has been raisedby some commentsin the RI, as two test pits on the eastern
side of the bermwere found to have waste. Although the RI Response to Comments
(RTC)addressed this commentbystatingthatalthougha minor amountof debris in
test pits 2-7 and 2-12, it "does not alter the conclusions of the RI Reportand does not
call into questionthe physical landfill boundarieswhen evaluated in the contextof all
available historical information." The response then goes on to state that"[T]he
limited amount of debris in this test pit could easilybe taken as evidence thatit was
verynearthe landfill boundaryrather thanbeingindicative of the landfill extending
significantly farther." This statementmay be correct,but a precise delineationof the
waste is a prerequisite to any discussion of remedies of the landfill. Ifwaste is found
outside the berm,then it too mustbe remediated.

4. The DFS states that wastewasreportedlyplacedin a small portionof the NorthPond.
Has there been any subsequentinvestigationinto the typesofwasteemplaced?If so,
pleaseidentify,andprovidetheanalysisof thiswasteand its effectsoneco-receptors.
If not, a furtherinvestigationiscalledfor.

5. Theradiationcharacterizationstudies didnot includethe wetland portionof Site 2.
While it is understandablethat a surveywould disturbsome speciesoccupyingthe
wetlands, it is hardto imagine that the disturbancewould be greaterthan taking40
soil cores and installingseventemporarysamplingwells that occurredin October
2004. A radiation survey of the wetlands is necessaryto properlycharacterizethe
distributionof contaminantsat the site.

6. The RI and DFS note that wastesfrom Oak Knoll Naval Hospitalweredisposedof at
Site 2. Ihave not been able to locate where theyweredisposed.Thesewastesnot



_mr
onlyincludedinfectiouswastes,butpossiblyradioactivematerialsusedformedical
examinationandtreatment.

7. AsIunderstandtheinvestigation,informationaboutthepresenceofradium-impacted
wastein theshorelineareasiscurrentlybeingcollected.Becausethisisa major
concernforhumanandecologicalhealthandmayaffectthescopeof theremedy,the
DraR-Final FS should includethe results of the analysisand anyadditionsto the
remedialalternatives.

Landfifi.Construction
8. InformationcollectedintheRI"suggests"thattheslurrywallconstructedinthe

1980'salongthewesternedgeof thelandfillremainseffective.Thisconclusionis
basedonlocalizedgroundwaterlevels. However,inlightof thefactthatahydraulic
barrierisproposedasonegroundwateralternative,thisanalysisshouldbeconfirmed
withamoresophisticatedanalysis.Thisis importantto determineif thehydraulic
barrier,similartotheslurrywall,isafeasiblegroundwateroption.

9. Birdsnestalongtheberm(constructedinthelate1970's)thatsurroundsthelandfill.
Asmuchas possible,nestsshouldbeprotectedduringconstructionactivities.(See
Spring2006AlamedaBasewideAnnualGroundwaterMonitoringReport,p.28)

10.Thelandfillwasconstructedbythetrenchandfillmethod,coveredwithmaterial
takenfromthesouthernportionof Site2.Thiscovermaterialwaspotentially
contaminateddredgespoilsofvariousorigins.TheconceptualsitemodelforSite2
shouldtakeintoaccountthespreadingofpotentiallycontaminatedmaterialsoverthe
landfill.

Wetlands

II. As with Site I, if any wetlands aredisturbedduringthe implementationof the
remedy,a wetlandmitigation ratioof 2:I shouldbe the minimumallowed. The DFS
statesthat the "IT]he 2-ft soil cover would also be placed over limitedportionsof the
farnorthernportionof the wetlands. These wetland locations areactuallytransitional
between the landfill and trueemergentsaltmarshwetlands, and therefore,placinga
coverlayer over these portions of the site would notsignificantly impact wetland
habitat."It is my opinionand recommendationthatany wetlands that areto be
disturbedshould be appropriatelymitigated.

Contaminants and Contaminant Distribution

12.Onthewhole,it isdifficultformetoconcurwiththeNavyanditsconsultants'
generalinferencein theDFSthatthelandfillandwetlandsof Site2 arenot
substantiallycontaminatedandthathotspotsarenotpresent.TheDFSstatesthat
thereisevidencethatcertainindividualcompoundsdetectedinmediaatSite2are
presentin a "localizedfashion".Contaminantsidentifiedinsitesoilincludeorganics
(e.g.,PCBsandPAHs)andinorganic(e.g.,metalsandradionuclides).TheRIStates
that"theconcentrationsofcontaminantsidentifiedin sitesoilarenotextremely
elevatedanddonotsuggestthepresenceofsignificantsourceareas".
I believethattheRIandsubsequentstudiestooka ratherlimitedlookatthe
subsurfaceof thesitetodrawtheseconclusions.Site2 is 110acres:77acresmakeup
thelandfillandinteriormargins,and33acresaredesignatedaswetlands.Information
wascollectedduringtheInitialAssessmentStudy(IAS),andis identifiedinFigure2-
12intheDFS.A subsequentgeophysicalsurveyindicated"potentiallysignificant
volumesofwasteinseveralof theareasknownorpresumedtohavereceiveddiscrete
wastetypes(e.g.,drumsoroil)",althoughthesurveywaslimitedbecauseitwas
designedto detectmetalobjects,nottheparticularwastetypes. Limitedexploratory
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wenching(i.e.,5 trenches)conductedin thelandfillportion ofthesiteconfmnedthe
presenceofwastematerialinthesubsurface;althoughtheyfailedto identifyhotspots
of contaminatedliquidsordebris.In2004,40soilcores(SOC01toSOC40)were
completedin thelandfillandinteriormargin:thatis,approximatelyonesoilcoreper
twoacres.Forthesamearea,13temporarygroundwatermonitoringwellswere
installed:thatis approximatelyoneevery5 acres.Forthewetlands,40 soilcores
werealsoadvanced:however,25of thosewereonly0 to 1footbelowgroundsurface;
theremaining15wereadvanceduntilgroundwaterwasencountered.Seven
temporarygroundwatermonitoringwellswerealsosampledatthesametime(See
AppendixBof theR0. Overall,thisisa sparsedataset,andconsequently
conclusionsaredifficulttomake.

13.TheDFSalsostatesthat"[C]ertainpesticidesandVOCsingroundwaterappearto
evidenceatleastsometypeofplumebehavior,withtheplumesgenerallyexisting
onlyin thelandfillarea".Thislatterconclusioniscontradictedbythepresenceofa
plumecontainingthefollowingVOCanalyteswhichweredetectedatconcentrations
exceedingtheirrespectiveMCLsinFW'BZwellsduringtheSummer2005toSpring
2006samplingyear:benzene,chlorobenzene,1,4-DCBZ,1,2-DCA,andvinyl
chloride(2006AlamedaBaseWideAnnualGroundwaterMonitoringReport).

14.TheDFSalsoclaimsthatthereisabarrier(i.e.,confiningunit)betweenthefirst
water bearing zone (FWBZ) andthe second waterbearingzone (SWBZ) that will
"highly"limitthepotentialforsignificantdownwardmovementof anytypeof
contamination.However,someof the samecontaminantsarepresentinbothzones.

15.Mostitemsremovedin the1999responseactionneartheradioactivewastestorage
shack("Radshack")wereradiumdialsandbuttons.Therewereseveralunidentified
objects.Itis notclearwhethertheyconsistedofanythingotherthanradium=226.The
Navyshouldidentifyanyradionuclidesthatwereremovedduringthisaction.

16.Sandblastinggrit(usedforroadbedaroundSite2) fromshipmaintenanceincludes
oldpaintandbiocides,suchastributyltin.Hastherebeenanyinvestigationintohow
thismayhavebeentransported?

17.Inorderto establishbackgroundlevelsforthewetlands,andcomparativeambient
levelsforthelandfill,datafromChinaCampStatePark(CCSP)wasused.CCSP
abutsSanPabloBayinSanRafael,andthereisnoevidencepresentedthatitshares
thesamegeologicalfeaturesasSite2. Site2 wascreatedbybuildingaseawalland
placingdredgedfillofvaryingoriginsinsideit.Thereappearstobenorelationship
betweenCCSPandSite2,exceptfortheslightpossibilitythatsedimentssharesome
similarproperties.It is thereforeinappropriateto useCCSPasareferencefor
background,orasa referenceforambientlevels.

FateandTransport
18.TheFSshouldincludea discussionofhowchemicalcontaminantsandradionuclides

(radium,strontiumgo,andperhapsmedicalwastesthatweredisposedof fromOak
KnollNavalHospital)canbepotentiallymobilizedbychangingenvironmental
conditions,suchas changesinpHandcontactwithsaltwater.Becausethislandfillis
essentiallyan unlinedpit,it is incumbentupontheNavytofurtherinvestigatefactors
thatwouldmobilizecontaminantsanddetermineamechanismformonitoring
environmentalchangeandensuringthatcontaminants,includingradionuclides,will
notbetransportedinthe future.Howisradiummobilizedsothatitentered
groundwater?

_' 19.It is importantto discussclimatechange(globalwarming)andsubsequentflooding
thatcanmobilizecontaminants.Somecontaminantsmaybemorepronetomigrate



v
whenexposedtosaltwater(e.g.,Radium-226).Mostscientistsagreethatclimate
changewillcausesealevelstoriseoverthenext100years.Predictionsofa 3 foot
riseinsealevelsoverthenext50-100yearsaregenerallyaccepted.Allproposed
landfillremediesshouldtakethisintoconsideration.

20.Overthecourseoftime,itisrecognizedthaterosioncouldplaya substantialrolein
themovementofcontamination;yettheDFSstatesthatinthe shortterm"[I]tisnot
expectedthatsurfacecontaminantsfromthelandfillwillmigratetoanysubstantial
degreedirectlythrougherosionandtransportof thesolidmatrix."Becauseremedies
mustbeinstalledforthe longterm,thistransportmechanismshouldnotbedismissed.

21.TheDFSalsostatesthatbecauserainfallismostly"episodic",itwillnotplayan
importantroleintransportingcontaminants.I disagreewiththisconclusion;infact,]
believethatepisodicrainfalleventswillbe animportanttransportmechanismfor
transportingcontaminants,notonlybecauseof increasesrunoff,butbecauseof
landfillsaturation.Forexample,atunlinedlandfillsatSite300(aDOEfacilitynear
Tracyrunby LawrenceLivermoreNationalLaboratory)of similardesigntotheSite
2 landfill,episodicrainfalleventshaveseverelycontaminatedthegroundwater.The
groundwaterbeneaththelandfillsroseduringElNinoevents,saturatingthewastes
andwashingcontaminantsintothe surroundinggroundwater.Remediationeffortsto
retrieveandtreatthesecontaminantsarecostingtensofmillionsofdollars.Under
similarconditionsatSite2,contaminatedgroundwaterwouldflowintothewetland
pondsandintotheBay.

Monitorinf
22.Only3 monitoringwellsintheFWBZarewithinlandfillfootprint.FortheMNA

remedy,it isnotclearwhethertheNavyproposesadditionalmonitoringwellsinthe
landfill. Because 13 temporarywells were installedandremovedin 2004, the same
locations could be used without significant risk to workers.

Human Health Risk Assessment (HHR)

23. The National Contingency Plan [Section 300.430 (e)(2)(A)(2)]states that "For known
or suspected carcinogens, acceptable exposure levels are generally concentration
levels that renresent an excess upper bound lifetime cancer risk to an individual of
between 10-_ and 10-6 using information on the relationship between dose and
response.The10"6risklevelshallbeusedasthepointofdeparturefordetermining
remediationgoalsforalternativeswhenARARsarenotavailableorarenot
sufficientlyprotectivebecauseof thepresenceofmultiplecontaminantsatasiteor
multiplepathwaysofexposure".IrecommendthattheNavyadoptthe "pointof
departure'as itsremedialgoal.

24.Werechildren,theprimarysitevisitorstothewildliferefugeandeducationalcenter,
adequatelyconsideredinthehumanhealthriskassessment.'?Itisnotcleartomethat
theywereconsidered.

Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA)

25. It is unclear to me how species were selected in the Ecological Risk Assessment
(ERA). Giventhatwe know thatthere are rareand endangeredand species of special
status at Alameda Point, including but not limitedto the Least Tern,the Alameda
Song Sparrow,and possibly wetland and marshspecies such as the Salt marshharvest
mouse and the Salt marsh wanderingshrew,as well as species of special status,
includingthe GreatBlue Heron,and the ClapperRail, these species should be
consideredinriskcalculations.Thespeciesthatseemto bedriversintheERAare
theWesternMeadowlark,the CaliforniaVole,andtheLeastSandpiper.Please
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explain in detail how species were selected and how the derivedrisk-based
concentrationsareprotectiveof allspeciesobservedatSite2.

26.TheDFSrefersto bioaccumulationteststhatusedpondsedimentsto determineif
benthicorganismsbioaccumnlatecontaminants.Theresultswerepositive.Yet,
becausetheRIdidnotfindanybenthicspecies,thispathwaywasnotconsidered.
However,previousstudiesdidfindsomebenthicorganisms,forthemostpart
oligochaetes(worms)andostracods(smallcrustaceans).(SeeDFS,p.2-1l). The
ERAshouldreconsiderthispathway.Likewise,fishwerenotfoundin theRIand
thereforeaquaticorganismswerenotconsideredasriskmanagementdrivers.Yet
small fishwere found in the ponds in previoussurveys. The ERA shouldreconsider
this pathway, as there are fish eating birds inhabitingboth the shoreline areas andthe
ponds.

27.TheERAdidnotconsidergroundwaterforanyoftheecologicalreceptorsevaluated.
As noted above, contaminatedgroundwaterhas the potential to enter the wetlands and
the wetland ponds.

28. Were the effects of contaminationon migratoryspeciesevaluated in the ERA? Site 2
is locatedalongthe Pacific Flyway.Althoughsome avian specieswillonlystopfor a
short time,the contaminantsthattheypickup while residingthere are importantto
consider in the life cycle of these species.

Seismic:Stability

29. In the Geotechnical Feasibility Study,a soil cementgravitywall with stonecolumns
was determinedto be the most feasible remedialstrategyto mitigateseismic hazards.
By not includingthis design component,and its costs, into the analysis of
alternatives,the exclusion of remedies such as excavationof largerareas is a biased
result.In addition,the hydraulicbarrier,which is one of the groundwateroptions,
may be designedtogetherwith the cement-gravitywall, thereby avoiding some costs.

30. Pleaseprovide a detailedexplanationof how earthquakedrainswork.
Future Use

31. Thefutureuse calls for a wildlife refuge and an educationalcenter. I expect that
many childrenwill takeadvantage of thiseducationalopportunity. But is this a wise
choice, absentremovalof pesticides and other contaminantsthat maydegradethe
wetlands and endanger the wildlife habitat?

Remedial Options

32. Thefeasibility study shouldnot select preferredalternatives. In this DraR,a soil cap
is preferred(Soil Alternative2) along with MonitoredNaturalAttenuation
(GroundwaterAlternative2).

33. Threeadditionalalternativesshould be evaluated.First,enhancedbioremediation
shouldbe consideredas a supplementto MNA. Some studies have shownthatthe
additionof nitrateand oxygen has enhancedthe degradationof benzene andrelated
compounds. Second, the construction of a groundwaterdiversionchannelshould be
considered.This may preventgroundwaterrising in the unlined trenches,saturating
the vadose zone, and mobilizing contaminants.This would have to be constructed
outside of the landfill boundary.Third,the landfillandwetlandalternativesshould
considerhotspot removal. If additionalcharacterizationis necessaryto identifyhot
spots, I recommendthat the Navy do so.

34. In all cases, ecological enhancements should be specifically incorporatedinto each
alternative. Some of these enhancementsare mattersof design, such as plantingwith
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v
nativespecies.Someof theadvantagesof ecologicalenhancementscanbefoundin
http:/!'_,_av.itrcweb.or_Documents/ECO-2.pdf.

35. I think that the Navy should not rely on Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) for a
majorroleinthe groundwaterremedy.Contaminants,includingbenzene,
dichlorobenzeneandchlorobenzenedonotshowevidenceofattenuating,basedon
recent groundwater data. Radium-226 has a half life of 1,602years, and it is not
reasonable to think that over an extended period of time, nothing will occur to
increaseitsmobility.Ithasbeendetectedat 5 timesitsMCLin a monitoringwell
neartheshoreline.Inaddition, the primarysupportofMNAis thatthecontaminants
detectedat thelandfillmost oftensorbonto particles anddonot easily dissolve.Yet
thisargumentdoes not supportminimumEPAcriteriaforMNA.Thatis, thesource
mustbecontrolled,theattenuationmusttakeplacewithina reasonabletimeperiod,
andattenuationmustbesupportedbymultiplelinesof evidence.Noneseemstobe
present in the DFS. FurthermoreEPA puts the burdenof proofon the partythat
proposesnatural attenuationas a cleanup remedy to demonstratethatit will meet
thesecriteria.Projectproponentsmustdemonstratethathumanorenvironmental
receptorswillnotbeexposedtogreaterrisksduringthelongnaturalattenuation
process.Therefore, IreiteratethatMNAshouldnot berelieduponas a majorcleanup
"technology".

36. Because MNA is proposed, controlling infiltration (i.e., engineered cap) would bea
largeadvantag.efor sourcecontrol.Furthermore,it ismyopinionthatifwasteis
goingtoremainmplace,thenanengineeredcapthatlimitswaterinfiltrationis
necessary.Itisnotclearwhytheen.g!neeredcaphasbeenrejected;orevenwhyasoil
onlycapwouldmeetregulatoryrequtrements.

37.Noadditionalremediationisproposedforthewetlandarea.Followingsuggested
radiologicalsurveyandsomeadditionalsamplinginthelocationof thedredgespoils,
I thinkthata remedialalternativeremovinghotspotsshouldbereconsideredforthis
area.

3g.Thereisan $18milliondifferencebetweenAlternatives2 and4 (SoilCoverandSoil
CoverwithHotSpotRemoval).Hotspotremoval,asIunderstandit,is limitedto
areassurroundingtheformerRadShack.Thisdifferenceseemshigh,especiallyif the
hotspotremovalavoidstheTCRA.

39.Hasthecontaminantloadofthedredgedmateriallocatedinthewetlandsbeen
determined?ThesespoilswerefromSeaplaneLagoon,andpotentiallycontain
chemicalandradioactivecontaminants.Pleaseprovidethisinformation.

40.AswithSite1,the SoilCapalternativecouldpotentiallyusedredgematerialsfrom
thesurroundingarea.Thismaynotbecleansoil,andwouldrequireadditionalstudy
to ensurethattherearenotadditionalcontaminantsbeingaddedto thecover.I
recommendthatif theNavyisgoingto usedredgespoilsfora soilcap,thena
rigoroussamplingprogramshouldbeadoptedtoensurethatcontaminantssuchas
lead,PCBs,MTBEandPAilsarescreenedpriortoemplacement.

41.A groundwateroptionthatis consideredisbuildinga physical(hydraulic)barrieron
thedownstreamsideofthelandfill.Thiswouldextendtheexistingslurrywallsothat
landfillis isolatedfromBayandwetlands.Groundwaterthatmoundsalongthe
barrierwouldbe extractedandtreated,beforebeingdischargedto theBay.However,
theDFSonlydescribesgeneraltreatmentprocesses.Additionallanguageshouldbe
addedthatspecifiesthetreatmenttrainthatwouldbe requiredtotreatthe
contaminatedgroundwater.
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ARARs

42. Iagree thatState Water ResourceControlBoard (SWRCB)Resolution 68-16 and
Resolution92-49 applyto groundwaterat this site. Resolution 68-16, referredto as
the non-degradationpolicy, appliesto discharges: either undergroundor above
grounddischarges as is commonlyunderstoodby the generaltermdischarge.This
includes contaminatedgroundwaterflowing into non-contaminatedwaters.
Resolution92-49 (paragraphIII.F) requiresthatcleanup andabatementactivities
shall conform with Resolution 68-16. I encouragethe RWQCBto ensurecompliance
with these Resolutions.

43. The Navy does not want to treatresidualsduringtreatmentof groundwaterand soil as
RCRAwastes. The logic is unclearto me, as hazardouswastes were disposedof in
the landfill duringthe timeframewhen RCRAwas in effect. Also, please indicateif
thisposition applies to residualsfrom the groundwatertreatmentsystem that would
be included with the hydraulicbarrier.

Institutional Controls

44. The InstitutionalControlsmakeno mention of consultationwith the City of San
Francisco. San Franciscois the landowner of a small stripon the southwestern
portionof Site 2 and should be consulted.
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A Progress Report on the
Alameda Point Petroleum Program

Michelle Hurst
Remedial Project Manager

Alameda Point BRAC Team

John McMillan, Ph.D., P.E.
Project Manager

Shaw Environmental, Inc.
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CAA-11PreandPostRemediationSiteConditions(TTPH)

Diagram of Bldg 397 DVE Treatment Plant
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2006 at a Glance

Environmental at Alameda Point

Thomas L. Macchiarella

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

January 4, 2007



Completed CERCLA Documentation

• Final Site Investigations: 2 Sis, 159 acres

• Final Remedial Investigation Workplans:
4 Sites, 412 acres

• Final Remedial Investigations: 1 Site, 110
acres



Completed CERCLA Documentation
(continued)

• Final FeasibilityStudies:1 Site, 16acres

• Draft Proposed Plans to agencies:
- 7 PPs, 290 acres

• Final Proposed Plans: 7 PPs, 290 acres

• Final RODs: 2 Sites. 38 acres



FY06 + Oct, Nov, Dec 2006
deliverables sorted by type

RI/FS • Draft Final RI Workplan Site
• Draft RI Site 2 34
• Draft Final RI Site 2 • Draft RI Report Sites 20 and 24
• Final RI Site 2 • Draft Workplan Supplemental
• Draft FS Site 2 RI OU2C

• Final Addendum 1 to Final
• Draft RI/FS Workplan Site 35 Offshore Sediment Workplan
• Draft Final Site 35 RI/FS • Draft FS Site 27

Workplan • Draft Final FS Site 27
• Final RI/FS Workplan Site 35 • Final FS Site 27
• Draft Soil FS Site 30

• Draft FS OU2B
• Final RI Workplan Site 31

• OU-1, 2A, 2B Draft Datagap
• Draft Soil RI Report Site 31 Sampling Workplan

( ( (



FY06 + Oct, Nov, Dec 2006
deliverables sorted by type

Proposed Plans • Draft Final PP Site 25
• Final PP Site 25

• Draft PP OU-1 ° Site 14 Draft Proposed Plan
• Final PP OU-1 ° Draft Final PP Site 14

• Draft Proposed Plan Site 17 ° Final PP Site 14
• Draft Final Site 17 PP • Draft PP SRe 28
• Final PP Site 17 ° Draft Final PP Site 28

• Site 26 Proposed Plan • Final PP Site 28
• Draft OU5/IR02 Proposed Plan • Draft PP Site 27
• Draft Final OUS/IR02 Proposed ° Draft Final PP Site 27

Plan • Final PP Site 27
• Final OU5/IR02 Proposed Plan • Draft PP Site 1
• Draft PP Site 25 • Draft Final PP Site 1

• Working Draft Final Site 25 PP • Final Proposed Plan Site 1



FY06 + Oct, Nov, Dec 2006
deliverables sorted by type

ROD
• Draft ROD Site 15
• Draft Final ROD Site 15
• Final ROD Site 15
• Site 26 Draft ROD
• Site 26 Draft Final ROD
• Site 26 Final ROD
• Site 14Draft ROD
• Site 14Final ROD
• Draft ROD OU5/IR-02 Groundwater
• Site 25 Draft ROD
• Final ROD Site 17
Removal Action Related

• Draft Field SummaryReport Full Scale In Situ Chemical Oxidation Site 16North and
South

• Final Field Activity Reports for ISCO at Sites 16North and South
• Draft Field Activity Report DNAPL source removal action at Plume 5-1

-lr-_e 1 1-_-1 1 • ,e e, 1'_ * _ t • .t ,_w. ,.w rye1 ," t\



FY06 + Oct, Nov, Dec 2006
deliverables sorted by type

Petroleum

• Quarterly Tech Memos for Bldg 410 Site 9 Shallow
• Quarterly Tech Memos for CAAs 4C, 6, 7, 11, 13
Other

• Final Site Management Plan
• Draft Final Tech Memo for Subslab soil gas sampling at OU2B
• Draft Final Sampling and Analysis Plan Soil Gas Investigation in OU2B
• Technical Memorandum Installation of wells in OU2B near Seaplane Lagoon
• Validated Data Package for 2005 Offshore Sediment Sampling
• Final SI report EDC-3
• Final SI report PBC-1A
• Draft Tech Memo Site 28

• Draft Historical Radiological Assessment
• EDC-17 Draft Site Inspection Report
RCRA

• Final Closure Report/Draft Closure Certification Report IWTP 25
• Draft Closure Summary Report IWTP 360
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PlannedNew Projectsfor 2007
at Alameda Point

Thomas L. Macchiarella

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

January4, 2007



Site Management Plan for 2007

, Finalized in Sep.
, Site schedules

are continuously
updated as
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Projected new FY07 Projects

OU-2A Sites 9, 13, 19, 22, 23 FS S 11/30/06

Site 31 Env. Summary Document (MOD) S 11/30/06

OU-6 Site 26 RA WP & RA C 12/10/06

Basewide GW Monitoring S 02/01/07

Basewide RAD Surveys S 02/15/07

OU-6 Site 28 RA WP C 02/15/07



Projected new FY07 Projects
(cont'd)

OU-1 Sites 6, 7, 8, 16 RD & RA C 03/15/07

Sites 5 & 17 Storm Drain IRA (MIPR to ARMY) C 03/15/07

OU-3 Site 1 RD C 03129107

Basewide AST Closure S 03130107

TERM-1 AST Removal C 03130107

OU-2A Sites 9, 13, 19, 22, 23 PP/ROD. S 04104107

OU-1 Site 14 RA WP & RA C 04105107

EDC-3, PBC-1A IRA C 04/16/07

OU-6 Site 27 RD C 05104107

Site 4,5 Dissolved-Phase IRA C 06104107



FY07 Planned Major Milestones
, Finalize 7 RODs
, Finalize 3 RIs, 2 or 3 FSes
, 2 Action Memos
, 2 Final TCRA Workplans
, Draft Remedial Action Workplans for 2 sites (1

will become Final)
, Final Remedial Designs for 2 Sites
, Data gathering events at multiple sites
, 3 more Sis
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February 28, 2007

Thomas Macchiarella
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
BRAC Program Management Office-West
1455Frazee Road, Suite 900
San Diego, California 92108

Subject: Final RAB Monthly Meeting Summary Report
Alameda Point, Alameda, California
Contract Number N68711-03-D-5104, Delivery Order 130

Mr. Macchiarella,

Please find enclosed the Restoration AdvisoryBoard (RAB) final meeting summary report for the month
of January 2007. As requested, your copy of the report has been submitted on compact disc.

The final RAB meeting summary reports for February through December 2007 will be submitted as they
become available.

If you have any questions, please call me at (916) 853-4557.

Sincerely,

Lona Pearson

Project Administrator

cc: Diane Silva (3 copies)
Joyce Howell-Payne
Nars Ancog
Craig Hunter
Alona Davis
File
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